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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 3/08/2005 has been 
entered and considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because they are drawn to a 
"program" per se as recited in the preamble and as such is non-statutory subject matter. 
See MPEP 2106.IV.B.1 .a. Data structures not claimed as embodied in computer 
readable media are descriptive material per se and are not statutory because they are 
not capable of causing functional change in the computer. See, e.g., Warmerdam, 33 
F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 (claim to a data structure per se held nonstatutory). 
Such claimed data structures do not define any structural and functional 
interrelationships between the data structure and other claim aspects of the invention, 
which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed 
computer readable medium encoded with a data structure defines structural and 
functional interrelationships between the data structure and the computer software and 
hardware components which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized, and 
is thus statutory. Similarly, computer programs claimed as computer listings per se, i.e., 
the descriptions or expressions of the programs are not physical "things." They are 
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neither computer components nor statutory processes, as they are not "acts" being 
performed. Such claimed computer programs do not define any structural and 
functional interrelationships between the computer program and other claimed elements 
of a computer, which permit the computer program's functionality to be realized. Claim 
14 would need to be worded as follows (i.e. or in a similar form): 

A computer readable medium, encoded with a computer program product, that 
when executed performs the steps... 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1,4-5, 7, 10 and 14-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Komatsu (US 6876694) in view of Isaksson et al. (US 6493395). 

Regarding claims 1 and 14-16. A method and receiver for evaluating a code 
which is orthogonal to one or more further codes (title and abstract), comprising the 
steps of: 

receiving a signal which carries a code containing a sequence of code symbols; 
(column 3 lines 10-12 and column 4 lines 37-39) 

determining for a code symbol at a particular symbol instant at least one channel 
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estimate; (column 3 lines 19-22) 

determining for the code symbol a compensation value taking into account the at 
least one channel estimate; (column 3 lines 23-27) 

restoring a previous power relationship among the individual code symbols 
contained in the code by compensating each code symbol using the compensation 
value determined for the corresponding symbol instant; (column 3 lines 23-27, column 
4 lines 44-49). 

evaluating the code on the basis of the sequence of compensated code symbols 
(column 4 lines 1-13) 

However, Komatsu does not specifically disclose the idea of evaluating the code 
on the basis of the sequence of compensated code symbols exploiting the orthogonality 
to the further codes. 

Isaksson teaches a system using orthogonal carriers (abstract). He teaches the 
idea of evaluating the code on the basis of the sequence of compensated code symbols 
exploiting the orthogonality to the further codes in column 2 lines 28-32. The idea of 
having orthogonality between carriers and codes is a well known idea to avoid 
interference (i.e. as explained by Isaksson to avoid influence of neighboring carriers.) 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to utilize the teachings of Isaksson with the teachings of Komatsu. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to allow for avoiding, or minimizing 
interference (Isaksson column 2 lines 30-32). 

Regarding claim 4. Komatsu further teaches wherein the signal carrying the 
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code is received via multiple propagation paths, wherein for the particular symbol 
instant individual channel estimates for at least two propagation paths are determined 
and wherein the compensation value for the particular symbol instant is determined 
taking into account the individual channel estimates determined for this symbol instant, 
(column 3 lines 10-12 and 19-22, and column 4 lines 43-48) 

Regarding claim 5. Komatsu further teaches wherein in the compensation 
value weak propagation paths are considered with a lower significance than strong 
propagation paths, (column 4 lines 45-48) 

Regarding claim 7. The idea wherein the code is used in an access signaling 
context to identify or address a particular network component requesting access to a 
network resource is an obvious and well known technique in the art of wireless 
communications. The idea of identifying the network component requesting access by a 
code within the signal is obvious and the examiner thus takes official notice. 

Regarding claim 10. Komatsu further teaches wherein the step of determining 
channel estimates comprises averaging for a specific propagation path each channel 
estimate over a number of symbol instants, (column 3 lines 10-12) 

Regarding claim 17. Komatsu further teaches wherein the receiver is 
configured as a RAKE receiver, (figure 1 item 11) 

Regarding claim 18. Komatsu further teaches wherein the compensator is 
configured to generate a maximum ratio combined output signal. (column 3 lines 1-4, i.e. 
the apparatus estimates and compensates more accurately (i.e. thus maximum ratio) 
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6. Claims 2-3 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the grounds of rejection as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Salehi 
et al. (US 2003/0137956) 

Regarding claim 2. Komatsu and Isaksson teach the limitations of the previous 

claim. 

However, they do not specifically disclose wherein the step of evaluating the 
code comprises determining if the received code is identical with a known code and/or 
which code out of a predefined set of orthogonal codes has been received. 

Salehi teaches a method and system for evaluating codes in par. 10. He teaches 
that the idea of comparing the received code to known codes in par. 10. 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to utilize the teachings of Salehi with the teachings as in the 
combination of Isaksson and Komatsu. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
allow for synchronizing the transmitter and receiver (Salehi par. 3) 

Regarding claim 3. Salehi further teaches wherein the step of evaluating the 
code comprises associating the sequence of compensated code symbols with one or 
more known sequences of code symbols, (par. 10) 

Regarding claim 12. Salehi further teaches wherein the step of evaluating the 
code comprises a comparison with a threshold, (par. 10) 
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7. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
grounds of rejection as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Sung (US 
7035315). 

Regarding claim 11. Komatsu and Isaksson teach the limitations of the 
previous claim. 

However, they do not specifically disclose wherein the step of determining 
channel estimates comprises a Doppler shift adaptation of the channel estimates. 
Sung teaches this idea in column 3 lines 30-34. 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to utilize the teachings of Sung with the teachings as in the 
combination of Isaksson and Komatsu. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
to allow for removing the Doppler frequency shift in an optimum and realizable manner. 
(Sung column 1 lines 47-49) 



Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 6, 8, 9, and 13 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL T. THIER whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-2832. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 7:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Due Nguyen can be reached on (571 ) 272-7503. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/M. T. T.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2617 
4/15/2008 

/Due Nguyen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



